
 

 

 

Minutes of the HRE Stakeholder Advisory Forum 
9 February 2022 11:00-12:30 

 

Richard Marshall (RM)                  Rupert Furness (RF)                    Keith Harwood (KH)   

Helene Rossiter (HR)                    Nick Conran (NC)                         Katy Brown (KB) 

Fiona Smith (FS)                           Simon Hickman (SH)                    David Pemberton (DP*)                                                                    

Anthony Beeby (AB)                      Steve Oates (SO)                         Hollie Wandby (HW) Minutes      

Dara Parsons (DP)                        Matt Winfield (MW)                        

Andy Savage (AS)                         Hannah Rigden (HR*)                  

Mark Mathews (MM)                      Graeme Bickerdike (GB)                                                    

 

Apologies Duncan Smith (DS)                      

 

1 Welcome and Introductions 

 

HR opened the meeting and RM welcomed the group. 

 

New attendees introduced themselves. 

 

RM advised the intent of the session is to go through the new HRE Major Works process map and 
engagement framework, gaining input from the group about the ‘lens’ review process.  

 

Action Points  

 

RM updated the group on three closed actions, confirming HR had organised the meeting, invited 
new organisations to attend the meeting and had updated the process map. 

 

RM asked if the group had any items to include as AOB, in order to allocate sufficient time to 
discuss these points at the end of the meeting. GB confirmed he had two items to discuss; a 
request for information about Horspath Bridge and a request for information about six structures 
that were infilled under Class Q between 2019-2021. 

 

KH raised the issue of technical approval which comes after planning permission, as part of the 
process map.  

 

HR confirmed that the next agenda item will be to go through the updated process map, step by 
step, following feedback from the Minister on the earlier version. 

 

DP reminded the group that as a new attendee, if a summary of information detailing common 
phrases, jargon and a brief background about HRE could be provided it would be appreciated. HR 
confirmed that this can be arranged. 

 

Action – HR to contact DP to provide background. 

 

RM explained that the major work programme across the HRE has been paused and the new 
process has been developed as well as creation of the stakeholder group. Any structures that are 
identified for major repair work will go through the new process. 

 

 

 



 
2 Updated HRE Major Works process map 

 

HR advised that in consultation with colleagues in the Department for Transport (DfT) and with the 
Minister for Roads, the ‘HRE Major Works process map’ has been developed. The first draft of the 
process map was shared at the last Stakeholder Advisory Forum (SAF) and, following feedback 
from the SAF and the Minister for Roads, amendments have been made to the process.  

 

RM confirmed that NH is waiting for feedback following the Minister’s discussion with Andrew 
Gilligan, SPAD, to see if further tweaks will be made. 

 

HR explained that if during regular assessment and examination of a structure it is identified as 
needing major work, the process detailed within the process map would be followed. HR pointed 
out a cautionary note that, on occasion, urgent work may be required for safety reasons. If 
immediate intervention is needed, emergency work may be conducted outside of the process map; 
however, it is intended that all major works go through the process. 

 

HR took the group through the HRE Major Works process map slides and invited the group to ask 
questions. 

 

GB agreed the process map sounded robust but noted that the matter of refusal of planning 
permission isn’t reflected within the process. GB asked what happens if planning permission is 
refused? 

 

HR advised another line can be added in the process map to state if planning permission is 
refused we would come back to prepare detailed costed appraisals. 

 

GB asked in terms of urgent works, would there be any kind of retrospective oversight by the SAF? 

HR agreed the suggestion is good and would ensure this was included in the process. 

 

GB noted the document identifies Restoring Your Railways as a review lens but that this is an 
England-only initiative. He suggested that it needed to be made clear what process would be used 
for structures in Scotland and Wales. 

 

MM advised in cases where the release of covenants is sought, Transport Scotland or Transport 
Wales would be consulted before the covenant is released. The same idea and process within the 
map applies for Scotland and Wales.  

 

HR agreed wording to be amended to make clear. 

 

Action – HR to amend wording. 

 

GB noted under the ecology and environment section of the process map, ‘is it within a 
conservation area’ would be better placed within the heritage section (next row down). 

 

HR agreed. 

 

GB noted the ecology report for HGG2/1 at Barcombe, stating the summary provided by NH’s 
engineer to a stakeholder meeting on 18/11/21 suggested the ecological impact of infill at 
Barcombe to be low, conflicting with the views of local wildlife and ecology groups and a specialist 
at Brighton University who believe, from a wildlife corridor point of view, the impact of infilling would 
be significant. GB stated NH ecological studies are too narrow, focused specifically on the 
structure and immediate area around it and asked how NH will ensure that broader insight has 
been considered to capture wildlife corridor impacts. 

 



 
FS advised the ecologist will always complete a desk study, utilising online information, prior to 
attending the site. The ecologist will then attend site and look at the impact of anything they can 
see that is using the structure, for example evidence of badgers using an opening by identifying 
evidence on the ground and around the location. The ecologist will attend the site throughout the 
year, completing many surveys.  

 

RM noted if there is something to explore specifically in relation to Barcombe, this could be picked 
up offline. 

 

HR agreed, understanding the ecological impacts or values of a structure is not only about the 
structure itself, but how it sits in the landscape and the opportunities it offers to wildlife as either a 
corridor or as part of a wider landscape consideration. The ecological assessments can’t only be 
structure specific, they need to be considered in relation to the landscape that surrounds it. If 
changes are needed to how the NH ecological environmental contractors undertake the 
assessments, HR is supportive of wider consideration to the landscape. 

 

GB asked whether NH would rely on ecological studies that have already taken place that are 
specific to the structure only and narrow in scope. 

 

HR noted that the existing assessments still have validity in relation to how the structure is used, 
particularly by endangered species, however NH may need to extend studies already undertaken 
to take account of a wider analysis area. HR suggested further conversations with colleagues in 
Natural England to gain their assessment of how NH can support an ecological study that 
considers ecology in its widest terms.  

 

MM noted an example of a road solution to build an ‘underpass’ under the road to allow wildlife to 
pass under a structure at a previous site in Liverpool, and agreed wider ecological consideration is 
important.  

 

DP* asked, within the process map, the section beginning ‘Do any suitable bodies…’ does that 
imply proactive or a reactive approach? Do NH know of any suitable bodies or will suitable bodies 
be sought through the lens? In the section of the process map beginning ‘Does the structure have 
any value under the lenses?” will NH find a suitable body then, rather than retain it themselves? 

 

HR confirmed this question is significant and can sit at any point within the process of review. It is 
something that NH is not only reactive to, but proactive to. It is recognised that other stakeholders 
within this forum have an interest in terms of asset management and ownership of structures, as 
well as stakeholders including local authorities who may have interest for potential active travel 
purposes. It is something to be mindful of throughout the entire process.   

 

MM confirmed proactive transfer of the assets to suitable bodies who have the capability to look 
after the structures properly and effectively is essential. 

 

SH asked if the group has access to the information for the various options available (repair, infill 
or demolition) for these bridges and structures and how it would fit into the process map.  

 

HR advised this is part of the analysis and would be part of the proforma, setting out the available 
options, which would then be discussed at the forum.  

 

KH noted that under ‘ownership’ the local authority would be the sensible owner of the structures.  

 

MM confirmed this has been looked at previously. Economically it is sensible, but in practice it’s not 
a straight forward process. 

 



 
KH noted the process map is a high-powered process, requiring Ministerial approval for infilling of 
a structure and involvement of a national stakeholder group. This level of process and approval is 
not necessary when a local authority looks to infill a structure.  

 

HR agreed the process is formalising, in an in-depth and robust manner, the considerations that 
take place in terms of value of structures and potential opportunities for reuse, recognising the 
public interest in the HRE. It is a longer, in-depth decision making process, ensuring all parties are 
involved, following direct feedback NH has received and in the public interest. The process aims to 
ensure future decision making is as transparent and inclusive as possible. 

 

KH noted local authorities could be involved earlier in the process as part of heritage discussions, 
noting national body involvement has been mapped for discussion of local listings, rather than local 
body involvement. 

 

HR confirmed that NH consult with local authorities early within the process. This consultation is 
then formally entered into the process of review so that the group and Minister are confident the 
consultation and engagement has been conducted appropriately. NH has committed to keeping 
more detailed records of these discussions. 

 

KH asked if the DMRB is used, including for ecological assessments. 

 

FS confirmed NH do use the DMRB and follow Network Rail standards and specifications 
depending on the situation. 

 

GB asked whether NH expect different outcomes based on the mechanisms put in place via the 
HRE Major Works process map. 

 

HR advised that following input and feedback from additional bodies and stakeholders the 
outcomes may now be different. It is intended for the next forum to begin the process with a live 
case. 

 

RM confirmed NH does not have a predetermined outcome for any of the structures. If a structure 
is identified as a concern, it will be brought to the group for discussion and for the process to be 
followed. 

 

DP noted in terms of Scotland, ownership and jurisdiction need to be clear including which Minister 
for Transport Scotland would be involved. 

 

MM noted that the Secretary of State for Transport owns these structures and is legally liable, 
however the relevant Scottish local authorities or body would be consulted. The process map 
needs to be engaged with the relevant Scottish authorities. 

 

DP noted policy approach such as the Historic Environment Policy for Scotland should be 
considered when developing this framework for decision making. 

 

HR advised one engineer works to Scottish structures. 

 

Action - HR to discuss with DP offline. 

 

 

3 Update on Active Travel England 

 

RF updated the group about the change in how Government does cycling and walking policy and 
delivery via the setting up of the new arm’s length body, Active Travel England. Headquartered in 
York, the organisation will have a significant role in the planning system as a statutory planning 



 
consultee for planning applications, working proactively with local authorities and acting as an 
inspectorate of the quality of cycling and walking infrastructure. The job advert for Chief Executive 
is currently live and the organisation will also have a national cycling and walking Commissioner to 
give strategic direction and act as an advocate of walking and cycling. Active Travel England will 
have an interest in how the HRE is used, but the full scope of the involvement with the HRE is yet 
to be decided.  

 

4 AOB 

 

Sustrans Study 

 

GB asked MW if there are any updates with the Sustrans study, whether it would be publicly 
available to view. 

 

MW advised tweaks were made based on GB’s previous feedback.  

 

RF confirmed it is now with the Ministers to review and to confirm if they are content for the study 
to be published. The intention is to publish the study as soon as formal sign off has been received.  

 

Consideration for future forum meeting 

 

HR advised following confirmation of Andrew Gilligan’s feedback, the intention is to begin pre-work 
to use the HRE Major Works process map for structures that require consideration sooner rather 
than later. Suggestion for the next meeting to take place within the next couple of months with 
some of these cases, with offline conversations taking place between meetings. 

 

Action – HR to arrange next meeting to take place. 

 

Horspath 

 

HR confirmed that the Parish Council has provided feedback to conduct proof of concept work to 
remove an element of fencing to allow deer to pass through. The gate within the fencing has been 
locked open. Additional cameras will be installed to monitor wildlife at the structure and additional 
holes to be dug for badgers. The Parish Council will then consider the findings of this monitoring 
work, before making a decision about permanent works. 

 

GB requested the cost amount invested in this fencing from public funds. 

 

Action - HR to provide detail to GB. 

 

Class Q 

 

Action - GB to provide HR with list of Class Q structures for offline discussion.  

 

 

RM concluded the meeting. 


